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Experts Assess Ckn@e Cdmmissi,on’s~I~~~~~~~~ U.S. Science Policy 
While the panel’s work 
has been jnfluen@l, 
s@ptics question the 
fg.sild!ity of sopi 
~~~f4~S~$$mmendations ,‘.’ 

The Carnegie Commission on Sci- 
ence, Technology, and Govem- 
ment, created in 1988 by the 
Carnegie’ Corporation of New 
York as a five-year-long effort to 
assess the way science is taken 
into account in the formulation of 
United States policy, ends its ten- 
ure June 30. The commission, its 
advisory council, and its 15 com- 
mittees and task forces have in- 
cluded “the elite of the science 
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held on Apri1.l .(Bard&a Spector, The 
Scientist; April 5, 1993, page 3), 
Clinton’s science adviser, John H. 
Gibbons, read a letter from Vice 
President Al Gore to the commis- 
sioners that stated: “The com- 
mission’s highly productive efforts 
have already greatly influenced per- 
spectives and actions across federal 
and state governments.” 

Members of the commission’s 
target audience-including.congres- 
sional representatives and other key 
policymakers-praise the panel for 
having “made a genuine contribution 
to the debate,” according to John C. 
Crowley, director of the. Massachu- 
setts Institute of Technology’s Wash- 
ington, DC., office. They laud the 
ability .of the commission, which 
spent a total of about $12 million to 
$15 .million, to produce “well-con- 

ceived, well-written reports,” as 
Crowley puts it. 

Yet some observers, while 
praising the overall quality of the 
commission’s work, question the 
relevance and feasibility of some 
of their recommendations. “In the 
net, I’d give them high marks,” 
says Bruce L.R. Smith, a science 
policy analyst at the Washington, 
D.C.-based Brookings Institution. 
But, noting that one recommenda- 
tion was for the appointment of a 
science counselor to the Secretary 
of State (in the commission’s Jan- 
uary 1992 report “Science and 
Technology in U.S. International 
Affairs”), Smith says, ‘“They pre- 
sume there are technological so- 
lutions to everything; they always 
want to have a scientific adviser 
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F&us On Process Rep. Rick Boucher (D-Va.), chair- working scientists. says Lederbe& heal&&e and U.S. research univcr- 
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cesses of organization and decision- Space, and technology. “I’d like to the scientific community:’ he says. because many other groups were 
making in lieu of frying to find see more specific recommendations ‘Our first responsibility was to the studying the issue: thus, “access to 
solutions to specific problems. than I’m  getting.” citizenry, not to the welfare of scien- expertise [was] not the limiting fac- 
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Democratic congress- commissioners were academic sci- 
man from Indiana, says entists. a report on the subjecct- 
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A  Limited Perspective? 

says Former President Carter. for his 
see themselwas IoDDvIstS IW 

mun@y,’ 
part, says his work aa chairman of the 

tKe scientific corn 
. ‘, 

Commission’s Task Force on Devel- 
opment Organizations was a logical I 

neling of [scientific] knowledge into 
policy outcomes.” 

However, says Maxine L. 
liahed. “rhe right ~“SWUS wnuld 
COW OUI of that process: we would 
not have to prowde them.” 

Mark Schaefer, senior staff asso- 
ciate and director of -the com- 
mission’s Washington, D.C.. office. 
53)s [he approach fills a void. “Or- 
:c3niznlion and decision-making are 
not given a lot of attention,” he says. 
“People are more interested in the 
policy itself.” But, he notes, com- 
mi,sion members “who were very 
experienced in government” knew 
how unwise suucturescontributed 10 
~many daunting problems: ‘They 
could see organizational approaches 

extension of his activities as founder 
of the Carter Center. an Atlanta- 
based nonprofit organization de- 
voted to improving health, figh!ing 
hunger. resolving, cbnflict. promot- 
ing democracy, and Preserving 
human rights (set accompanying 
story). 

Rockoff, senior administrator of the 
commission, if the reports’ recom- 
mendations were implemented. 
there would be “more channels 
available for scientists to have their 
ideas and tbeirknowledge brought 10 
the decision-making process. To the 
extent that happens, there will be 
invitations and opportunities for sci- 
entis,ts with relevant knowledge to 
affect the climate in which funding 
for research is done.” 

Observers say the commission 
could have benefited from being 
more inclusive. “l’m  suspicious of 
any organization that consists of al- 
most exclusively over-50 white 
males.” says Daryl Chubin. senior 
associateattheOf!iceofTechnolog~ 
Assessment (OTA). There are three 
women on the Z&member commis- 
sion and fwo on the 3 I -member ad- 
visory council. 

‘The more that.1 have become 
immersed in [the] Third World . . . 
since I left the White House, the 
more I see that we need some son of 
comprehensive approach fo. quote, 
foreign aid. unquote.” he says. ‘The 
Carnegie project gave me an oppor- 
tunity to concenIrate on that. That’s 

Specific commission recommen- 
dations could lead to job opportuni- 
ties. says commission cochairman 
Wil l i& T. Golden, chairman of the 

board ofthe American Mu- 
- seum of Natural History in 

New York. ‘If the attention 
paid within our federal and 
state govemmencs 10 sci- 
ence and technology issues 
increases,” he says. 
“there’d be some jobs 
available that do not now 
exist.” 

I 

The Issues 
Of the commission’s 

roughly 400 recommenda- 
tions, several have already 
earned serious considu- 
ation by top government 
otIicials and other policy- 
makea (see story on page 
9). Yet the commission’s 
creator, Carnegie Corpora- 
tion president David ,A. 
Hamburg, says he didn’! 
originally intend for the 
panel to have immediate 
relevance when he first 
hit upon the idea of a com- 
‘mission. he says..q was 
primarily thinking long- 
term.” But the commis- 
sionvr began to qddress 
more near-term issues 
“pattly for their own moti- 
vation; they felt they 
needed receptor sites, to 

Betsy Fader, executive director 
of Student Fugwash USA in Wash- 
ingtoh, D.C., a group of young men 
and women dedicated to exploring 
the interrelationship of science and 
society, says she &s been especially 
concerned about the lack of young 
people on the commission. “So 
much of the commission’, work in- 
volves moving away from lxibl pri- 
orities and 3bhi’.rSi11g l‘unlrr one\: Iil 
should] include lhoao uho u ill be 
affected by the new pnornies.” she 
says. 

‘The people who are students 
now will be the managers of technol- 
ogy in 20 years’ !ime. They’re still 
unduraking the research: they really 
know what the challenges arc.” 

Rodney W. Nichols, a member of 
the panel’s advisory council and 
chief executive officer of the New 
York Academy of Sciences. ac- 



knowledges that such criticism 
raises”qui:e a reasonable point.“He 
noms that the commission’s found- 
ers set out to recruit panelists who 
had the ‘highest possible credibility. 
by dint of theirprofessional standing 
and accomplishment. A younger 
group probably would have said 
something different.” 

Schaefer, who at 38 is one of the 
younger people associated with the 
commission, notes that while the 

. commissioners generally tended to 
be 50 and older, “in developing our 
task forces, we did reach out to youn- 
ger people.” In addition to drawing 
on the expertise of commissioners, 
he explains, the panel recruited task 
force members and consultants of 

might have made it more interna- 
tional.” 

Mlsslon: Impossible? 
The commission has been criti- 

cized for its repeated suggestions ad- 
vocating a reorganization of 
government and nongovemmentai 
agencies. Science and Government 
Report (SGR). for example, opined 
in a review ofthe commission’s Sep 
tembet 1992 report “Enabling the 
Future: Linking Science and Tech- 
nology to Societal Goals” (22[ 15]:8, 
Oct. I, 1992): “Here, as in prior pre- 
scriptions, the Commission yearns 
to link existing organizations for fur- 
ther studies, convene meetings, and 
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varying ages. “It may appear on the 
surface that there were only older 
people, but. in fact, it was more 
mixed,” he says. 

In retrospect. says Hamburg, if he 
had the chance to do it over, “I would 
have included more young scientists 
and more bench scientists in the en- 
terprise. and 1 would have involved 
more women and minorities. Also, I 

lives without success.” 
Commissioners were aware of 

the rrade-off involved with making 
less-than-practical recommenda- 
tions. says Lederberg: “We had quite 
a debate about whether we would 
say what we thought would be the 
best thing or compromise in ad- 
vance.” 

A question addressed by the task 
forces in their deliberations, says 
David 2. Robinson, the com- 
mission’s executive director. was: 

“lf you make a recommendation 
that’s impractical, does that hurt the 
rest of the report?” One detriment of 
including an infeasible recommen- 
dation, he notes, is that in analyxing 
the final product. ‘people say, 
‘That’s that hopelessly naive repott,’ 
without realizing d-rat there’s a lot of 
good hcommeadations in the rest of, 
the rebon.” There’s rOom for hope 
that recommendations currently 
viewed as dubious would be taken 
seriously if the political winds shlk ‘. 
he says: “You hope that you’ve 
planted a seed that will grow years 
later.” 

Achieving Consensus 
Commission members and staff 

say the discussions of the 
various task forces, some- 
times became‘quite heated. 
“We had immense argu- 
ments,” says Lewis M. 
Branscomb. chairman of 

-the commission’s Task 
Force on K- 12 Mathematics 
and Science Education. 

“We had a lot to settle. For example, 
cart you discuss K-12 education 
without [also discussing] social 
problems?” 

Brauseomb, Alben Pratt Public 
Service Pmfessor in the Science, 
Technology. and Public Policy & 
grant at Harvard University’s John P, 
KCNI~~ Schnol of Government, 
says that-at the cud.” consensus was 
achieved by “getting the key pmtag- 
onists in. a rOOm and locking the 
door.” The goal of sueh eucounters, 
he says. was ‘to figure out why the 
~~%XCWCS wen omuting and u, 
address the origins of th0s.s differ- 
enca.” 

The chairperson of each task 
force, as well *s Lb0 commission 

staff, have played major roles il 
merging the divergent views into 
consensus report, working togethe 
to draft language that everyone car 
live with. “Obviously. one does”’ 
want to put together a lowest-corn 
man-denominator report. becausg 
that tends not to be strung:’ say 
Rockoff. “‘It takes time for a group II 
get to agreement,” says Robinson 
“It often takes toning d0wn the lan 
guage. but you want to get then 
signing on.“. 

Boucber says the fact that Came 
gie C0mmission reports are cOnsen 
sus documents eatr be a great help tt 
a representat& “inundated with re 
porta,” noting that, when he receive: 
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AGREEING TO AGREE: 
Lewis Bransc0mb says 
that members of some 
task forces at times had 
difficulty reaching con- 
sensus in deliberations. 



Carnegie Panel Influenced ‘ho Administrations e’ 
a commission publication, ‘4 know 
that report represents the opinion of 
the most esteemed scientific minds. 
They’ve performed a tremendous 
service.” 

Target Audience Responds 
Specitic commission recommen- 

dations have come into question by 
some members of the target audi- 
ence for the panel’s reports. OTA’s 
Chubin, for example, says he’s con- 
cerned about the suggestion in “En- 
abling the Future” that the National 
Academy of Sciences be the institu- 

tion to administer a national forum 
on science and technology goals 
(Barton Reppert, The Scienrisf, NOV. 
23. 1992. page 1). NAS is “a top 
down, academically oriented institu- 
tion,” and thus perhaps not the best 
one to host such a forum. says 
Chubin.“lfyouputitinanotherkind 
of organization, you’d get a different 

esc efforts. an October 1991 report 
entitled ‘Science, Technology, and 
Congress:, Analysis and Advice from 
the Congressional Suppots Agen- 
cies.” the commission turned its at- 
tention to OTA. the General 
Accounting Office, the Congres- 

‘sional Research Service, the Library 
$‘Cqngress, and the Congressional 

kind of skew.” 
SGR~221151:8.Oct. 1.1992) 

Budget Office. 
‘4 didn’t think _-. .~ . ~. ~. 

commented sardonically about 
the recommendation: :‘As 
homebase for’this proposed SU- 
pertluity [the forum]. the Com- 
mission states its preference for 

the Ngionaj w 

I they captured 
I what we’re 

OTA’s Chubin. 
The re- 
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about.” says 

Academy of Sci- 
ences. !. , SGR sug- 
gestion: Better yet, 
go for broke and put 
it in the U.S. Postal 
Service.” 

Boucher, on the 
other hand. says that 
*’ ‘Enabling the Fu- 
ture’ has been quite 
helpful” to his sub 
committee. ‘The 
Carnegie Commis- 
sion cotrectly identi- 
fied the problem- 
how to closely link 
the dollars that we 
spend to the goals we 
hope to achieve,” he 
says. “It’very nicely 
phrases the issue in a 
way the public can I 

Joining The Power Structure 
The commission, which issued 

its fmt report as George Bush was 
settling into the White House, “‘tried 
very hard to be nonpartisan,” says 

recommended “that OTA explore 
ways to enhanceits interactionswith 
other outside organizations”- 
“seemed to deny that there’s infor- 
mal contact” by staff of the agencies 
among each other as well as with 
nongovemmental organizations, 
Chubin says. “It read as if they’re 
trying. to justify a role for them- 
selves. implicitly. what they’re say- 
ing is that we need [a 
nongovernmental organization] like 
the Carnegie Commission. I think a 
congressional support agency can 
do-and does-quite well what they 
say is needed.” 

. 
couldn’t tie it to one administration. 
We wanted to do work that would 
make senac through a political ban- b ition. with nothing we need to 

ter.” 
The success of the panel at this 

endeavor can be measured by the 
extent to which members of the Car- 
negie Commission arc now moving 
into the Clinton administtation. Sci- 
ence adviser Gibbons, for example, 
was a member of several commis- 
sion task forces. Commissioner Wil- 
liam J. Petty, who chaired the understand.” 

In one of its earli- [ %%% ‘o!~oi~&~d% commission’s Ad Hoc Task Force on 

National Sect&v. is now deouty 
secxtary of defe&. Advisory &run- 
cil member Ashton B. Cat&also a 
member of that task force, has been 
nominated to be assistant sccntary 
of defense, and commissioner Sheila 
E. Widnall has been nomimucd to be 
Ihc Air Ponx seamy. At press 
time, Catta and Wi&all had, not 
bculcQntinned. 

~Quippcd Perry at the April I 
me&g: “I’m in the awkward posi- 
tion of having spent sevdrrd years 
advising myself what I shduld be 
doing.” cl 


